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April 1. 20 17 

The I loiiorable Scott PrLlltt 

Administrator 

t'.S. Environmental Protection Agencx 

1 200 Pennsylvania Avenue. MV 

Washim ,ton, DC 20460 1- 

Dear .-Ndmi iiisti-atoi , PrLtitt: 

The Clean Water Rule (80 FR 37053) claritted the scope of* "vaters protected under the 1972 

Clean Xkater Act. tiie primary 1ederal la\N- ggoverning ,^aler liollution. 'I'lic linal rLile was based 

not on(v on legal pi-ecedeiit, but decades ol'peer-reviewed scietice. a gency expertise. and 

expei-ience implcmentin2 the Clean Wzitei- Act nationvvide.j 

Sectioii 3 0t'F.XeCU11VC Order 1 3778 directs FPA aiid the Army Corps ()IT'Jigincers to consider 

weakenim , tilC I-LileS si gnificantiv-, based on otic opitiioii in Ruliiiiios v. (;niletlSfales, .547 U.S. 

71^ (2006)-! A majiorit\ of the Supi-eiiie C'ourt njected that opiiiioti, atid it does not reticct the 

bo(IN, of'pi-ecedetit iiiipleiiieiitint, ttie Clean Wiiter Act. 'I'llerel'orc. we are concei-iied ol'tile thi-eat 

that Executixe Order 13778 poses to critical \4etlands and to streaiiis. iticludiiig sti-canis that 1eed 

itito tiic drinkin g I , \\ater sLipplies (,)I* 117 iiiill'oii Americans,; 

^Ve respectfully request zi response that addresses the fi)llovving: 

In complyino with FIxecutive Order 13778, will you guarantee that drinking watei • quality 

vvill iiot be worse 1'()r the 117 inillioji Americans vdio i-eceive dritikirig water 1rojii ptiblic 

water systems iliat dra\ ,\ , suppl y ti-oiii seasoiial. rain-dependent, or headwater streatiis'? 

I Ind er any potential re\ isioji of the rLile. protcoloris loi • critical streams may be lifted, 

crasing safe guards to pre-vent chroiiic cotitaiiiiiiatioii. SLICII a scelial-io could rcqtiii-e the 

additioji ot'expensive water purificatioti technolmies to ciisui-c drinkitig water SLipplicd 

bv thesc waters would be safe. Whiii INOUld be ific tinaticial btirden to iiiunicipatities 

supplyin g water? I las FPA anal yzed how residential zind coniniercial water iiiight be 

impacted' 

Furthermore, clirotiie coiitaiiiiiiation ot'streams may i-equire C01111111,111itiCS tO eXplOre 

alternative di •iiikilig x\ater sources. Please provide specific czise estiniates of'potential 

incurred costs ]or adoptliii. , alternative water sources for these communities. Please list 

coininunities that do not have reasotiable alternative Nvater soLirces. 
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Can you guarantee that no Anierican's healtli will be harrned by thc reevaluation and 
reconsideration ol'the C'lean Water Rule, comparcd to thc protectiotls that ,ijould be in 
place should the original i-iule be implemented as Nvritten? Please provide the scientific 
documentation that int'oi-ms your response to this cluestion. 
Does EPA have studies establishin4^ that contaminatini , or destroying up5tream water 
bodies wi11 not impact tiie condition oCdow,tnstream waters'? 
Under the Clcan Water Act, states must develop a list of` impaired and threatened water 
bodies and every pollutant criteria that is exceeded. 'I'otal iiiaximum daily loads 
(TMDi.$) are then determined, representing the total aiiiount of contaminants (chemical 
contaminants, lecal bacteria, heavy metals, etc.) the impaired/tlu-eatened waters can 
receive and still t-emain in compliance with eaisting «ater quality criteria. In 
reconsidering the Clean Water Rule, has EPA studicd the expected effeet oti identilied 
impaired waters in tertns ofwater qualitv exceedances`? Please pi-ovide anv intorniation 
the agencv possesses about whether any waters are expected to bc listed as 
impairedlthreatened due to any repeal or wcakeninu of'the rule. 

Subject to the Adrniinistrative Procedure Act, the (:'lean Water Kule was carefully evaluated over 
many years and nearly 90% of the more tlhan 1 nlillioii public commenters supported the 
proposaLt Moreover, we are concerned that revisinl; or revoking this rule will ornlv inerease 
uncertainty amongst farmers, developers. and other stakeliolders that want clarity abottt what 
water bodies the law protects from pollution. 

We urge vou to continue I:PA's mission of making the protection of hunian and environmental 
hcttltll your highest priority, and we appreciate your prompt attention to this matter. 

Sinccre I y. 

BRIAN SCHATZ  
U.S. Senator
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CEJRIS VAN HOLL);N 
1.S. Senator

BI;NJAMIN L. CARDIN 
U.S. Senator

w..... 

,TITELDON WHITEHf)USE 
U.S. Senator 

a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Clean Water Rule Response to Coniments — Mass Mailing Campaigns. 
ht^^lwww c^^ovjsites roduction files 2015obldua.irnents cwr rEs por»e tocomnic.nts mass mailing 
paigns.pdf
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RICHARD 131J;MFNTIIAL 
U.S. Seliatol-
	

ILS. Mawr 
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SAARCOUt 'rIMODHASSAN 
t'.^.
	 U.S.Schator 

EDWARD J. NIAI&F 
t ',S. Seliatol.
	

U.S. Setiatoi-

U.S. Senator
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